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1. This action is responsive to the application filed on January 17, 2001. Claims 1- 
90 are pending. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. Restriction is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 and 372. 

This application contains the following inventions or groups of inventions, which 
are not so linked as to form a single general inventive concept under PCT Rule 13.1 . 

In accordance with 37 CAR 1 .499, applicant is required, in response to this 
action, to elect a single invention to which the claims must be restricted. 

Group I, claim(s) 1-70, and 77-90, drawn to network resource allocating classified 
in class 709, subclass 206. 

Group II, claim(s) 71-76, drawn to compression/decompression classified in class 
709, subclass 247. 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and the 
search required for Group I is not required for Group II, restriction for examination 
purposes as indicated is proper. 

Because these inventions are distinct for the reasons given above and have 
acquired a separate status in the art as shown by their different classification, restriction 
for examination purposes as indicated is proper. 

During a telephone conversation with Mr. Edward A. Becker (Registration No. 
37,777) on June 23 ,2004 a provisional election was made without traverse to 
prosecute the invention of group 1, claims 1-70, 77-90. 

Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office 
action. Claims 71-76 are withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner. 37 CFR 
1 .142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 

Applicant is reminded that upon the cancellation of claims to a non-elected 
invention, the inventorship must be amended in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .48(b) if one 
or more of the currently named inventors is no longer an inventor of at least one claim 
remaining in the application. Any amendment of inventorship must be accompanied by 
a request under 37 CFR 1.48(b) and by the fee required under 37 CFR 1.1 7(i). 
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3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described In (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1.4-5, 7-8, 10. 13. 17. 19-20. 22. and 69-70 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Keesey et al.. U.S. Patent No. 6.622.167. 

Keesey teaches the invention as claimed including a document shadowing 
intranet server for passive and active update of requested versions of documents (see 
abstract). 

As to claim 1 , Keesey teaches a method for managing data stored in a cache 
comprising the computer implemented steps of: 

providing a first version of data in response to receiving a first request for data 
(see figs. 2-4; col. 6, lines 1-45, Keesey discloses that a first version of a document 
requested is served to the client); 

detecting, independent of any request for the data, that a second more recent 
version of the data is available (see col. 7. line 30. Keesey discloses that a request for 
more recent versions of the document are requested from the origin server); 

in response to detecting that the second more recent version of the data is 
available, retrieving and storing in the cache the second more recent version of the data 
(see col, 7. lines 1-30, Keesey discloses that a more recent version of the documents 
cached are requested and stored in the cache server); 

receiving a second request for the data; and in response to receiving the second 
request for the data, retrieving the second more recent version of the data from the 
cache, and providing the second more recent version of the data (see col. 7, Keesey 
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discloses that responses for requests for a document include the recent version of the 
document). 

As to claim 4, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising the step of: 

if the second more recent version of the data cannot be retrieved and stored in 
the cache, then after a specified period of time, attempting to again retrieve and store in 
the cache the second more recent version of the data (see col. 7, Keesey discloses that 
in active mode, the cache server makes attempts periodically to retrieve more recent 
versions of the documents cached). 

As to claim 5. Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 . further 
comprising the step of if. after expiration of a specified period of time from a time when 
the second more recent version of the data is stored in the cache, no further requests 
for the second more recent version of the data are received, then deleting the second 
more recent version of the data from the cache (see col. 7, lines 55-65, Keesey 
discloses that after a certain time when documents are not requested they are removed 
from cache). 

As to claim 7. Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, further 
comprising providing data that indicates whether the second more recent version of the 
data was successfully retrieved and stored in the cache (see col. 7. lines 30-45). 

As to claim 8. Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising causing a copy of the second more recent version of the data to be stored at 
the second cache (see col. 7, Keesey discloses that the recent version of the document 
is propagated to the lower level cache servers). 

As to claim 10, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1, further 
comprising generating, based upon a set of logging criteria, log data that indicates one 
or more activities of the cache (see col. 6-7, Keesey discloses that usage counts are 
updated at the cache servers). 

Claims 13, 17, 19-20. 22, and 69-70 do not teach or define any new limitations 
above claims 1 , 4-5. 7-8, 10 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 
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5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 



6. Claims 2-3. 6. 9. 11-12. 14-15. 18. 21. 23-69. and 77-90 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Keesey et al.. U.S. Patent No. 6.622.167. 

Keesey teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a document 

shadowing intranet server for passive and active update of requested versions of 

documents (see abstract). 

As to claim 2, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1. further 
comprising the step of replacing the first version of the data in the cache (see col. 7. 
Keesey discloses that the older version of data is replaced by the newer version of 
data). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of deleting the first version of data. 
Keesey does teach that the first version of data is replaced by the second version of 
data (see col. 7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the replacement of the first version of data as 
deleting the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the first version 
of data is achieved. 

As to claim 3. Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 2, further 
comprising the steps of storing, in a location other than the first cache, a request to 
requests for newer version of the data from the cache, and if the request for newer 
version of the data from the cache cannot be successfully processed, then after 
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expiration of a specified period of time, retrieving from the location other than the first 
cache, the request for newer version of the data from the cache, and processing again 
the request to for newer version of the data from the cache (see col. 6-7. Keesey 
discloses that requests for newer versions of data are propagated upstream to the 
second cache server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first version of data is 
replaced by the newer version of data)). 

Keesey fails to teach the claimed limitation of a "request to delete the first version 
of data". Keesey does teach that requests for newer versions of data are propagated 
upstream to the second cache server DSS and upon servicing the requests, the first 
version of data is replaced by the newer version of data (see col. 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the requests for newer versions of data as the 
requests for deleting the first version of data since the same functionality of deleting the 
first version of data is achieved. 

As to claim 6, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , further 
comprising the steps of storing, in a location other than the first cache, a request to 
retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the data, and 
if the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the 
data cannot be processed successfully, then after queuing the request for a specified 
period of time, retrieving from the location other than the first cache, the request to 
retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent version of the data, and 
processing the request to retrieve and store in the cache the second more recent 
version of the data (see col. 7, lines 30-50, Keesey discloses that requests for recent 
versions of data are propagated upstream and queued for servicing). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation of an "expiry" of a 
specified time period. Keesey teaches that requests for recent versions of data are 
propagated upstream and queued for servicing. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the queuing of requests for newer versions of 
data to the upstream servers and Internet as a specified "expiry period" since the same 
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functionality of implementing a wait time is achieved. 

As to claim 9, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 1 , wherein the step 
retrieving and storing in the cache the second more recent version of the data is 
performed in response to processing one or more requests from an entity. 

Keesey fails to teach the term "authorized entity". 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of servicing 
requests from an authorized entity is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the clients as an authorized entity so that only 
certain users are served data requests. 

As to claim 1 1 , Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 10, wherein the 
set of logging criteria includes the presence of the first version of data provided (see col. 
7). 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation wherein logging criteria includes 
the "size" of data requested. 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the 
size of the data requested as a logging criteria by the cache servers is old and well 
known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the size of the data as the logging criteria. One 
would be motivated to do so to take into consideration network bandwidth when moving 
large data files across the Intranet. 

As to claim 12, Keesey teaches the method as recited in Claim 10, wherein the 
set of logging criteria includes presence of the first version of data. 

Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation wherein logging criteria includes 
the an amount of time required to provide data requested. 

However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using the 
an amount of time required to provide the data requested as a logging criteria by the 
cache servers is old and well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to modify Keesey by specifying the an amount of time required to provide the 
data as the logging criteria. One would be motivated to do so to take into consideration 
network delay when moving large data files across the Intranet. 

Claims 14-15, 18. 21 , 23-69 do not teach or define any new limitations above 
claims 2-3. 6. 9. 1 1-12 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons 

Claims 77-90 are rejected for similar reasons as the rejected claims above. 

Regarding claims 77-78, Keesey does not explicitly teach the limitation of a 
"traffic server". 

Keesey does teach that document shadowing servers DSS are used as 
intermediaries between the client and the source server (see fig. 2; col. 6-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing servers DSS as 
traffic servers since the same functionality of implementing a intermediary caching 
system is achieved. 

Regarding claims 79-90, Keesey does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 
of a "differencing mechanism". 

Keesey does teach a document shadowing program 34 configures the DSS to 
implement the functionality of the claims above (see col. 5-7). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Keesey by specifying the document shadowing program 34 as the 
differencing mechanism since the same functionality of requesting newer versions of 
documents independent of requests for the documents is achieved. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saleh Najjar whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
7613. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 6:30 to 3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Ario Etienne, can be reached on (703) 308-7562. The fax phone number for 

this Group is (703) 308-9052. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-9600. The fax number for the After-Final conrespondence/amendment is 
(703) 746-7238. The fax number for official correspondence/amendment is (703) 746- 
7239. The fax number for Non-official draft con-espondence/amendment is (703) 746- 



7240. 




Saleh Najjar 



Primary Examiner/Art Unit 21 57 



